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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-20 have been examined and rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a 
printed publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a 
patent. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9, 1 1 , 14, 15, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) 
as being anticipated by the Cisco white paper "COPS for RSVP." 

Regarding claims 1, 8, and 14, a method of a computer network in establishing 
communication between a first network device and a second network device, the 
network including a policy device that controls policy data relating to the communication, 
("How COPS for RSVP Works" section and Fig 1) 

the method comprising: storing policy data in a storage device accessible by a 
third network device, the policy data being: (i) provided by the policy device in response 
to a communication request message from the first network device to the second 
network device, and (ii) specifically related to communication between the first network 
device and the second network device ("How COPS for RSVP Works" paragraph and 
Fig 1 , where the Policy Enforcement Point is the third network device and the Policy 
Decision Point is the policy data storage device); 
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receiving with the third network device a confirmation message sent by the 
second network device in response to the communication request message, the 
confirmation message indicating that the second network device is prepared to have 
communications with the first network device; and forwarding from the third network 
device to the first network device the stored policy data with the confirmation message 
("How COPS for RSVP Works" paragraph and Fig 1.) 

Regarding claims 4 and 17, the independent claim further comprising: marking 
data traffic directed from the first network device to the second network device 
according to the stored policy ("How COPS for RSVP Works" paragraph and Figure 1, 
more specifically where in listed item number 4, it mentions that "you may configure the 
router to make those decisions itself ("locally") without it having to consult first with the 
PDP server".) 

Regarding claims 2, 9, and 15, the independent claim further comprising wherein 
the network devices are executing the RSVP protocol ("Feature Overview" paragraph, 
"How COPS for RSVP Works" paragraph and Figure 1). 

Regarding claims 5, 1 1, and 18, the independent claim further comprising 
wherein the policy device uses Common Open Policy Service (COPS) protocol 
("Feature Overview" paragraph, "How COPS for RSVP Works" paragraph and Figure 1 .) 
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The claims above are applicable to an entire "system" comprising a method, 
apparatus, or a storage medium encoded with machine-readable connputer program 
code, as these implementations are synonymous in this art. Claims 1 , 8, and 14 map in 
this way, as they respectively represent the method, apparatus, and computer-encoded 
medium. The set of claims 2, 9, 15 and the set 5, 11, 18 are related in the same 
fashion. Claims 4 and 17 also map in this way, as they respectively represent the 
method and the computer-encoded medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

3. Claims 3, 10, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
in view of the combination of the Cisco white paper "COPS for RSVP" and "Internet 
Group Management Protocol, Version 2". 

Claims 3, 10, and 16 teach the parent claim "wherein the network 
devices are executing the IGMP protocol." 

The Cisco white paper "COPS for RSVP" differs from the clainn in that it only 
specifies RSVP and COPS as possible protocols. The reference "Internet Group 
Management Protocol, Version 2" teaches the protocol IGMP. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized the IGMP protocol on the invention described in 
claims 1 , 8, and 14. The motivation to do so is given by the applicant in stating, "for 
example, IGMP can be used as signaling for access control to a multimedia distribution 
network served by an IP-based backbone for digital video distribution." Or in other 
words, the use of the IGMP protocol would increase the potential applications for the 
invention. 

4. Claims 6, 12, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
in view of the combination of the Cisco white paper "COPS for RSVP" and "An 
Architecture for Differentiated Services." 

Claims 6, 12, and 19 teach the parent claim "wherein the stored policy data 
includes a Differentiated Services Code Point (DSCP) marking." 

The Cisco white paper "COPS for RSVP" differs from the claim in that it only 
specifies RSVP and COPS as possible protocols. The reference "An Architecture for 
Differentiated Services" teaches the protocol DSCP. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized the DSCP protocol on the invention described in 
claims 1, 8, and 14. The motivation to do so is given by the applicant in stating "Upon 
receipt of the COPS decision messages the first router 18 installs the DSCP and/or 
802.1 p marking information in its path state (step 206). Stated another way, the applied 
policy is stored (as state information) in a memory device that is accessible by the first 
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router 18." Or in other words, the use of the DSCP protocol would increase the 
potential applications for the invention by providing the router with a nneans to mark the 
information in its path state. 

5. Claims 7, 13, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
in view of the combination of the Cisco white paper "COPS for RSVP" and "Standards 
Watch: 802.1 p - A Start at Ethernet Prioritization." 

Claims 7, 13, and 20 teach the parent claim "wherein the stored policy data 
includes an 802. 1p signaling marking." 

The Cisco white paper "COPS for RSVP" differs from the claim in that it only 
specifies RSVP and COPS as possible protocols. The Standards Watch: 802.1 p - A 
Start at Ethernet Prioritization" teaches the protocol 802.1 p. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized the 802. 1p protocol on the invention described in 
claims 1, 8. and 14. The motivation to do so is given by the applicant in stating "Upon 
receipt of the COPS decision messages the first router 18 installs the DSCP and/or 
802.1 p marking information in its path state (step 206). Stated another way, the applied 
policy is stored (as state information) in a memory device that is accessible by the first 
router 18." Or in other words, the use of the 802. 1p protocol would increase the 
potential applications for the invention by providing the router with a means to mark the 
information in its path state. 
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Conclusion 



6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. This includes the following U.S. Patent Documents: 6,286,052 
which discloses a method for identifying network data traffic flows and applying QOS 
treatments, and 5,870,561 which discloses a network traffic manager for providing 
policy-based recommendations to clients. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or eariier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas R Taylor whose telephone number is (703) 
605-4326. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30 to 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (703) 305-4003. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

information regarding the status of an application nnay be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Nicholas Taylor 
Assistant Examiner 
Art Unit 2141 




